Introduction
We investigate whether racial attitudes had a negative effect on the number of To directly test whether racial attitudes played a significant role, we test whether Barack Obama underperformed in parts of the country where voters are more racially biased, on average. Specifically, we test whether the loss of votes experienced by Barack Obama (compared to John Kerry) relative to the votes that one may have predicted based on the general increase in the number of Democratic votes in House elections between 2004 and 2008 was larger in states where the white population is more racially biased on average. We measure racial attitudes using data from the General Social Survey on the fraction of white voters who support anti-interracial-marriage laws. 1 We find little evidence that Obama underperformed relative to congressional Democrats in states that have a white electorate with stronger racial bias. We also find little evidence that turnout was higher among segments of the electorate that are predicted to be more racially biased. Overall, we conclude that racial attitudes did not play a major role in determining the outcome of the 2008 Presidential election.
Geographic patterns in the Democratic shift in the electorate
We begin our empirical analysis by showing the geographical variation in changes in Democratic vote share.
2 The top panel in Figure 1 shows the change between 2004 and 2008 in vote share for the democratic presidential candidate, by county.
Overall, Obama received a larger vote share than Kerry, but there is considerable variation across state and counties in this increase. Notably, the increase in Democratic vote share is relatively small in the Appalachian region and some Southern areas, even without taking into account increased African American turnout in many of those areas.
To make precise the idea that there is geographic variation in race attitudes amongst whites, we use data on racial attitudes from the General Social Survey (GSS).
The GSS asks whether the respondent supports laws against anti-interracial-marriage. We build an index of racial bias that equals the proportion of white respondents in each state who answers affirmatively to this question. (1)- (3) is the share of the votes of the Democratic candidate (scale from 0 to 100). 6 The dependent variable in columns (4)- (6) is the log of the absolute number of votes of the Democratic candidate. All models include county fixed effects and are weighted by the total number of votes in the county. The inclusion of county fixed effects is important because it allow us to absorb any permanent difference across counties in the determinants of election outcomes.
The Columns (2), (3), (5) and (6) in Table 1 provide a more formal test. We report estimates of model similar to the ones in columns (1) and (4) In addition to the question on interracial marriage, the General Social Survey also asks whether the respondent "believes that whites have right to segregated neighborhoods", and whether he/she "believes that whites have right not to sell house to blacks." We have replicated our results using these variables as alternative way to characterize racial bias, and found results similar to the ones reported in Table 1 . 10 An obvious confounder in the above models is increased minority turnout in 2008. To deal with this issue we have estimated models similar to the ones in columns (3) and (6) of Table 1 controlling for the triple interaction of presidential race, year 2008 and the share of non-Hispanic whites, blacks and Hispanics in the population, with all the necessary main effects. Additionally, we included controls for five age groups, and all the relevant interactions. Estimates from these models are statistically not different from the ones in columns (3) and (6), indicating that relative changes in turn out rates are not driving our results.
where a denotes age, and Index s,a is the race attitudes index for state s and age group a.
Column (3) of where e denotes education, and Index s,e is the race attitudes index for state s and education level e. Because we are conducting analyses over more disaggregated data than before we compute the index over a longer span, 1980-2006, to ensure that the index can be computed reliably over these more narrow segments of the population.
11
Column (1) 
Conclusion
Our reading of the overall body of evidence is that voters in less tolerant parts of the country were relatively more likely to vote Republican in 2008. This shift translated into fewer votes for Democratic candidates, but there did not appear to be bias against
Obama. This interpretation does not rule out racism in the electorate. Certainly, racism may have strengthened the resolve against Obama in parts of the electorate, but the evidence points towards the conclusion that these segments would have voted Republican
regardless. An additional possibility is that voters who were influenced by race justified their decision by voting Republican in all races. While we cannot rule out this possibility with the data at hand, it would be remarkable if this were to be the case as it would suggest no tendency amongst voters to split tickets based on racial preferences even in a small part of the electorate. 
